INTRODUCTION
Crisis of 2007-2008 revealed a serious lack of information on the size and condition of the financial markets and institutions at the sector level. It turned out that the supervisory authorities do not have sufficient sources to identify global markets and mega financial institutions of systemic importanceSystematically Important Financial Institutions (SIFI's). Determination of systemically important institutions has become a priority of regulatory authorities, but the problem turned out to be more difficult than previously thought. Statements of practitioners and academics present position, that the amount of the assets is not the only prerequisite for systemically important institutions category.
Cooperation between the Financial Stability Board, Committee on the Global Financial System, Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, the Committee of Payment and Settlement Systems aimed to identify global systemically important institutions, and thereby reduce systemic risk.
Given the above, the study is to compare the risks taken in the largest banks (in terms of total assets) out of the other banks in Europe. The study was put hypothesis that the risk taken by the largest banks in Europe is not higher than in other banks. Therefore, we should pay special attention to look at smaller banks, which dealing as the group may contribute much more to the instability of banking sector. More important will be the risk of SIFI's substitutability of their services and international relations, in the light of the potential danger of bankruptcy of one of the largest banks.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we present SIFI definition and terminology. In section 3 we show research methodology. In section 4 we calculate risk ratio for the largest banks in Europe. In section 5, we discus results. Finally, section 5 concludes.
CONCEPT AND ROLE OF SYSTEMICALLY IMPORTANT NSTITUTIONS
From the point of view of present analysis it seems important issue of the definition of systemically important banks. In recent years the doctrine of the bank "too big to fail" is based on the belief that some banks because of their size and importance of the financial sector should be funded in the event of risk of bankruptcy. This is due to the belief that the collapse of one bank could cause serious disturbances in the functioning of the financial system. The existence of an institution whose activities have a significant share in the domestic or international market, means that any disruption of the functioning of the entity prevents proper functioning of other entities. What in the further consequently cause accumulation of systemic risks and problems with public finances of countries.
The reason for the introduction of the above-mentioned categories of mega-institutions are: A proposal for the concept of systemically important institutions is presented in Table 1 Weistroffer (2011).
Table 1 The size of the concept of systemically important financial institutions

Size
Contributing to systemic risk Participation in the transmission disturbances
The systemic significance Marginal part in the disturbances, controlled bankruptcy.
Expected participation of institutions in the realization of systemic risk; losses for the bank's customers.
Risk measures
-the share of interbank liabilities, -liquidity and maturity of assets, -the effect of transmission of contagion risk volatility of asset prices in different markets.
-correlation in assets value, -leverage, -risk absorption capacity.
Macroprudential Policy -taking into account the costs of bankruptcy, -avoiding moral hazard behavior.
The ability to survive of system events.
Source: own study based on Weistroffer (2011).
Systemically important institutions are those whose effects can have negative effects on the functioning of the financial system on an international scale. The methodology involves the use of 20% by weight for each of the indicators.
Criteria for the classification and categories of systemically important institutions
The size of Sistematicaly Important Financial Institutions
Frequently as a measure of determining the meaning of the mega-institution adopts the size of assets, equity, and market turnover. However, in the course of research on systemic risk criterion of the institution gives way to the interrelation of entities, the liquidity gap, or the size of the leverage against the entity (Karkowska, 2012) . According to the typology adopted by the ECB as large banks are referred to those which are asset size greater than 0.5% of the consolidated total assets of the banks of the European Union. Table 2 provides a summary of the banks in Europe (from the group of the 100 largest banks in the world according to BIS), in which the share of assets in relation to gross domestic product is the greatest. This means that in other countries there is no banking institution in such 8 serious dimensions. It should be noted that in all these countries the share of large banks is more than half the assets of the banking system, which in the context of systemic risk can be an important source of risk. This statement also reflects the strong processes of consolidation of the banking system in developed countries of Europe and the dominance of large institutions. Nearly 30% of the total number of banks in each of the analyzed developed countries are capital banking groups (see Table 2 ).
Descriptive statistics for a selected group of the largest banks in Europe are presented in Appendix 1. 
Source: own study based on BIS database
This is the approach of Financial Stability Board and the Bank for International Settlements, annually updating statistics 100 largest banks in the world. For comparative scale of the phenomenon, these values are presented in the form of the indicator, relative to GDP, or market capitalization.
Undoubtedly, the size of the institution is an important factor generated systemic risk, but not the most 9 important. Bankruptcy larger institutions causes higher losses in scale economies than less. In other words, the larger the institution in terms of assets, capitalization, etc.., ceteris paribus, the stronger the impact of systemic risk. On the other hand, it should be considered whether limiting the size of financial entities, will serve the security of the financial system. Empirical research on whether the costs of maintaining a large financial institution outweigh the benefits of economies of scale, are varied. And the impact of the size of the entity on its share of systemic risk in the world seems to be still unresolved and require further research.
International links
Interconnectedness of financial institutions is generally measured by share of assets and liabilities in the system of intra-system, for example. Value of the credit exposure of the institution to the rest of the system and its contribution to systemic risk. What is the contribution of credit risk to the rest of the system, and thus the potential involvement of the institution in the systemic event. The Basel
Committee also proposes to use the interbank funding rate, ie. share of the funding coming from sources other than retail deposits in total liabilities. They also reflect claims and liabilities in the interbank financial markets and the allocation of credit risk between financial institutions. Due to the allocation / risk diversification and liquidity interconnectedness can bring benefits to the diverse structure of the financial system.
The substitutability of services and infrastructure
Substitutability of the financial institution is particularly difficult to measure. It should not be wrongly 
The complexity of the components of the financial system
Complexity relates generally to the organizational structure of the institution, but its sources also refer to the complex structure of assets. The Basel Committee shall adopt the latter view and measure the complexity of the notional value of OTC derivatives, especially those whose valuation is not directly observable in the market. Such an approach to measures of complexity based on the assumption that the more complicated harder to sell assets and more complex corporate structures are more difficult to solve. In both cases, finding appropriate indicators it is rather difficult to determine.
Transjurisdictional activity (the activity of company on a global scale)
The activity of a global financial institution is generally measured by the level of cross-border claims and liabilities. The Basel Committee also proposes as an auxiliary measurement of non-domestic revenues. Generally it is assumed that banks conducting its activities globally are a particular threat to the stability of the global financial system, in relation to those that are active only in the domestic market. Globally active banks are often higher than domestic and through foreign financing exposure may result in wider transnational contagion channel systemic risk.
On the other hand, the measurement of the global activity of banks is a typical example of how to determine the relevance of systemic institutions should not be used for comparative purposes for the regulatory authorities. For the assignment of regulatory burdens for cross-border claims and liabilities implies the risk of causing unintended side effects. If, through the regulation of SIFI's banks globally operating will generate higher marginal costs in their cross-border activities, than their local competitors, it will be less competitive, automatically. Čihák (2011) and Mayer (2011) argue that systemic immunity increases with increasing cross-border linkages, at least to a point. After crossing the optimum point, the resistance decreases again until your financial institution does not restore the kind of "elasticity". In connection with the sovereign debt crisis in some EU Member States, large cross-border institutions could help create a more flexible banking system in the euro area and to provide a stable basis for financing. Opinions on the risks arising from the activities of the global banks are divided.
These criteria can not be considered as the only determinants of SIFIs. It should also be considered, including gross or net income, market capitalization criteria in the case of size, volatility contagion effect (contagion) or correlation valuation of assets.
As a systemically important intermediaries can be distinguished also offering payment services, risk management, and investment programs. Frequently as single entities may mean little, but their lack of substitutability nature may introduce a system in crisis. Brunnermeier On the one hand, the new prudential standards support the safety of banks and the entire financial system stability. On the other hand, the new regulations by the fact that impose stricter prudential standards for banks hinder their functioning and inhibit the growth of banking. They should therefore be made reasonably.
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
With a view to the selection criteria, specified banks to the rank of systemically important institutions, the study was based on the analysis of risk and efficiency indicators in the activities of the largest (in terms of total assets to GDP) commercial banks in Europe. 
RESULTS
Graphical presentation of the analysis of indicators in the activity of the largest banks in
Europe was done in Figure 1 In conclusion, the study showed that the risk taken by the largest banks in Europe is not higher than in other banks. Therefore, we should pay special attention to look at smaller banks, which in the group may contribute to the instability of the sector. By confronting the results with the averages for the whole of Europe in terms of liquidity risk, leverage, and profitability, these banks were characterized by relative safety. Thus, the more important may be the risk of substitutability their services and international relations in the light of the potential danger of bankruptcy of one of the largest banks.
CONCLUSIONS
Given the methodology of the activities undertaken by the Financial Stability Board would doubt the legitimacy of providing only the largest banks on SIFI's lists. It seems economic repercussions of system scenarios should also include insurance company, investment and pension funds, or other entities, which according to the above categories may be source of systemic risk? Should be consider whether the publication of systemically important entities not turn attention of investors and supervisors of smaller entities, being able to disrupt the financial system. In the light of this study, the risk taken by the largest banks in Europe are not essential as the banking instability indicators.
The basis of the regulations limiting systemic risk is to understand the nature and sources of SIFI instability. The advantage of the methodology developed by the Basel Committee should be to mobilize financial institutions to change their risk profile and business models in a way that reduces the instability of the financial system globally. A financial institution's contribution to systemic risk is generally reflected in its liabilities to the rest of the system, i.e. to other financial institutions, and in its possible impact on asset and credit markets. It thus captures how important an institution is for the deposit system and how vulnerable it is to a systemic shock. 
